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A. Federal Transportation Enhancement (TE) funding in the STIP.  These 

changes would incorporate the reform of the TE program, as adopted by 
the Commission in August 2003.  They include changes in the following 
guideline sections: 

 
• Section 14, deleting a reference to the Commission’s former TEA 

program guidelines. 

• Section 22, describing TE projects in the RTIP.  Regions would receive 
annual TE targets in the fund estimate but remain free to choose to 
propose more or less TE than the target.  If there is insufficient TE 
programming statewide, the Commission could withhold programming 
of some share for counties under the TE target. 

• Section 24, deleting TEA from the RSTP/CMAQ match reserve. 

• New Section 24A, adding a provision that would allow for new TE 
reserves, similar to the Section 24 provision for RSTP/CMAQ reserves. 

• Section 35, describing TE projects in the ITIP.  Caltrans could not 
propose TE grants to local agencies.  The Department could, however, 
propose grants to other State agencies or to land conservancies. 

• New Section 35A, stating Commission intent that TE funds be used for 
any TE-eligible project work in the SHOPP.  The Department could not 
propose TE grants to local agencies through the SHOPP, but it could 
entertain requests from local agencies for enhancements to regular 
STIP or SHOPP projects. 

• Section 61, stating Commission intent to give preference in 
programming to counties with RTIPs that include TE projects. 

• Section 63, noting that availability of TE funds for TE projects would be 
a factor in spreading STIP projects by fiscal year. 

 
B. Programming flexibility within 4-year county share periods.  Statutes 

guarantee that each county will receive its share for each 4 -year county 
share.  They do not guarantee a fixed share to be added for each county 
in each new STIP.  For the 1998 and 2000 STIPs, the last year of the 
STIP coincided with the last year of the county share period.  When the 
2002 STIP added the first 3 years of a new 4-year share period, the 
Commission, through the guidelines, guaranteed each county a 3-year 
proportionate share.  This change would provide that a county is 
guaranteed its full share only for a completed 4-year share period.  Where 
programming is being done for only part of a county share period, the 
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Commission would provide proportionate STIP targets for each county, 
but the Commission would have the flexibility to program more or less 
than the target in the current STIP, with the difference to be made up by 
the time the share period is fully programmed.  For example, the 2004 
STIP will add the last year of one share period (the 4-year period ending 
FY 2007-08) and the first year (FY 2008-09) of a new share period (the 4 -
year period ending FY 2011-12).  Each county would be guaranteed its 
share for the period through FY 2007-08.  Each county would be given a 
one-year programming target for the period beginning FY 2008-09, but the 
Commission would have the flexibility to program more than the county 
target in some counties, less in others, with the difference to be made up 
by the time FY 2011-12 is programmed, either in the 2006 or 2008 STIP. 

 
• Section 23 describes county shares in the fund estimate and RTIP 

proposals. 

• Section 60 describes Commission action on RTIP proposals. 
 
C. Programming of State highway projects in RTIPs.  This change would 

amend Section 20 to incorporate a change in statute made by SB 1768 
(2002), which specifies that Caltrans may recommend State highway 
projects for inclusion in an RTIP.  The change to Section 20 would also 
specify that Caltrans should identify any additional needs that could be 
programmed within the 3 years beyond the STIP.  Regions would decide 
whether to include these recommendations in the STIP or whether to 
retain county share for future needs.  The change in the guidelines would 
specify that regions choosing not to program the Caltrans 
recommendations or to retain share for future needs should explain their 
decisions to the Commission in the RTIP.  The proposed change would 
also specify as policy that each RTIP should be based on the regional 
transportation plan and a regionwide assessment of needs and 
deficiencies, not on formula suballocations. 

 
 A related change to Section 61 would give preference in programming to 

an RTIP that includes projects to meet the State highway needs identified 
by Caltrans. 

 
D. Minimum size of project.  This change would amend Section 18 to set a 

minimum of $100,000 for any STIP component that is allocated by the 
Commission.  Exceptions would be made for RSTP/CMAQ match, for TE 
projects, and for State highway landscaping and mitigation, including 
soundwalls. 

 
E. Allocation Adjustment for Construction (AB 608).  This change to 

Section 55 would incorporate a change in statute made by AB 608 (2001), 
permitting a downward adjustment of county share counted for 
construction when a bid award is less than 80% of the engineer’s 
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estimate.  The change would also confirm as Commission policy that a 
request for such an adjustment should be brought to the Commission for 
approval within 4 months of the award. 

 
F. Clarifications of existing policy. 
 

• Section 25, Regional Improvement Program Eligibility.  Recognizes 
that STIP funding comes from 3 sources, including PTA and TIF.  
Programming of rail rolling stock and buses may not require non-STIP 
match if PTA and/or TIF are available. 

• Section 37, Fund Estimate for APDE.  Specifies that any amount 
identified for the Advance Project Development Element (APDE) is 
independent of program capacity, not in addition to it. 

• Section 54, Local Grant Projects.  Clarifies language regarding the 
“shifting” of funds from one component to another on local projects. 

• Section 58, Corridor Projects.  Clarifies the designation of corridor 
projects and what the designation does and does not authorize.  
Specifies that a corridor designation does not make unexpended 
allocations from one project available for another, even within the 
corridor.  Agencies seeking that flexibility should request allocations 
that are broader in scope. 

• Section 63, STIP Respreading of Projects.  Specifies that the 
availability of various fund types may be one factor in respreading 
STIP projects. 

• Section 65, Timely Use of Funds.  Specifies that certain types of STIP 
amendments allowed during the year of delivery may be incorporated 
into an allocation action without the separate notice ordinarily required 
for STIP amendments.  These are the reprogramming of funds from a 
construction project to later mitigation work and the reprogramming of 
funds from one project to another within a designated corridor. 

• Section 67, STIP Amendments.  Makes reference to the adjustments 
made at the time of allocation described in Section 65. 

• Section 69A, 2004 STIP Development Schedule.  Puts the proposed 
schedule in the guidelines, superseding the statutory schedule for this 
cycle. 

 
 
















































































